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defendant’s activities in North Carolina to fashion defendant’s sentence; whether,
because defendant failed to establish that sentencing court relied on inaccurate
or unreliable information, other claims on appeal necessarily failed.

Stevens v. Khalily . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 626
Intentional infliction of emotional distress; whether trial court properly granted

motion to dismiss for lack of personal jurisdiction; claim that trial court improp-
erly relied on affidavits of nonresident defendants and that affidavits were insuf-
ficient to rebut presumption of proper service; whether plaintiff failed to sustain
his burden that he properly served nonresident defendants at their respective last
known addresses and that he made a reasonably diligent search to find out
their last known addresses, within a reasonable time, before attempting service
of process.



Page 90A December 10, 2019CONNECTICUT LAW JOURNAL

Sullivan v. Associated Ins. Agency, LLC (Memorandum Decision) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 902
Tatoian v. Tyler . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1

Vexatious litigation; trusts; whether trial court properly denied motion to dismiss
plaintiff trustee’s action for vexatious litigation; claim that trial court lacked
subject matter jurisdiction because trustee lacked standing at time he commenced
action; claim that trial court improperly failed to consider whether settlor of
trust was subjected to undue influence in connection with creation of trust; claim
that trial court misinterpreted relevant law in its analysis of whether defendant
beneficiaries had probable cause in prior action against trustee to claim that
trustee failed to diversify trust’s assets in violation of statute (§ 45a-541c); claim
that trial court misinterpreted relevant law in its analysis of whether trustee
could prevail merely by demonstrating that beneficiaries lacked probable cause
to bring one of several claims beneficiaries brought against trustee in prior
action; claim that trial court improperly analyzed whether beneficiaries had
probable cause to bring claims against trustee in prior action where court essen-
tially disallowed reliance by trustee on trust’s exculpatory clause to demonstrate
that beneficiaries lacked probable cause.

Telman v. Hoyt. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 377
Fraud; hearing in damages; claim that trial court abused its discretion when it

denied motion for additur as to attorney’s fees; whether rules of practice provide
for motion for additur in connection with hearing in damages to court.

T & M Building Co. v. Hastings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 532
Contracts; specific performance; statute of frauds; promissory estoppel; unjust

enrichment; claim that trial court erred in determining that handwritten docu-
ment executed by parties violated statute of frauds; claim that trial court should
have considered extrinsic evidence and past performance; claim that trial court
erred in rendering judgment for defendant on unjust enrichment claim; claim that
court erred in rendering judgment for defendant on promissory estoppel claim.

U.S. Bank National Assn. v. Stephenson (Memorandum Decision) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 901
Villar v. A Better Way Wholesale Autos, Inc. (Memorandum Decision) . . . . . . . . . . . 903
Watts v. Commissioner of Correction. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 558

Habeas corpus; whether habeas court properly rejected claim that trial counsel ren-
dered ineffective assistance by failing to properly advise petitioner about plea
offer; whether petitioner proved that he was prejudiced by counsel’s alleged defi-
cient performance; claim that ninety-five year sentence violated right to remain
free from cruel and unusual punishment; claim that petitioner was entitled to
new sentencing proceeding in which court must consider mitigating factors of
youth and impose proportionate sentence; claim that Appellate Court lacked
subject matter jurisdiction because petitioner was not aggrieved by habeas court’s
dismissal without prejudice of cruel and unusual punishment claims; whether
petitioner was entitled to resentencing in light of legislation (P.A. 15-84) passed
subsequent to petitioner’s conviction that provided parole eligibility for juvenile
offenders serving sentence of greater than ten years of incarceration, where
Supreme Court determined in State v. Williams-Bey (333 Conn. 468), which had
been pending during petitioner’s habeas trial, that parole eligibility adequately
remedied any violation of requirement that mitigating factors of youth be consid-
ered before sentence of life without possibility of parole, or functional equivalent
thereof, could be imposed.

Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. v. Ferraro . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 467
Foreclosure; summary judgment; whether trial court improperly permitted and con-

sidered live testimony from witnesses during evidentiary hearing on motion for
summary judgment as to liability and objection thereto; whether, by weighing
credibility of witnesses who testified and assessing strength of evidence submitted
at evidentiary hearing in deciding motion, trial court improperly decided genu-
ine issue of material fact, which rendered granting of motion for summary
judgment improper.


